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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-7, 10-18, 21-29, 32, 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Hammersly (U.S. Patent No. 5.392.433). 

3. Referring the instant claims Hammersly discloses a method for intraprocess 
locking in a computer system (see abstract and Fig.1). Hammersly teaches that when 
one program executing within a process accesses a shared computer resource, it 
requests that the operating system lock out all other programs executing asynchronous 
within that process, as well as other processes executing within the computer system, 
from that shared resource. Different types of locks, such as exclusive and shared locks, 
are also supported (see abstract). 

4. Referring to the independent claims 1,12 and 23, the limitation "determining if a 
lock is uncontested using an atomic operation" is met by block 120 in Fig 5A-1, which 
determines if the lock is exclusive. An exclusive lock is an uncontested lock since it 
allows no other readers. The limitation "acquiring the lock if the lock is uncontested" is 
met by Figs. 5A-1 - 5B. The process of acquiring the lock is shown as fallowing: from 
block 120 - link E to J to block 1 15 granting the lock request. 
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5. Referring to claims 2, 13 and 24, Fig. 1 of Hammersly shows that operation is a 
cross-system operation (see unit 1 1 having lock table and workstation 20). 

6. Referring to claims 4, 14 and 25, it is inherent to have a cross-system 
operations provided by an area network. 

7. Referring to claims 4, 15 and 26, Hammersly shows in Fig. 3C that locks are 
compared and swapped within the operating system. 

8. Referring to claims 5, 16 and 27, Hammersly teaches "using lock table having an 
entry for each available lock" - see lock table 80 in Fig.1 and block 130 in Fig. 5B. 

9. Referring to claims 6, 17 and 28, Hammersly shows that lock table is distributed 
to from Unit 1 1 to the workstation 20 (see Fig.1 ), which meets the limitations of the 
instant claims. 

10. Referring to claims 7, 18 and 29, Hammersly shows that the lock table resides 
with a single node in a network (80 in Fig. 1 ). 

1 1 . Referring to claims 1 1 , 22 and 33, it is inherent to use fairness mechanism for 
lock acquisition if the lock is contested (i.e. used by more than one resource). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



13. Claims 8, 9, 19, 20, 30 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
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unpatentable over Hammersly (U.S. Patent No. 5.392.433) in view of IBM Technical 
Disclosure Bulletin, February 1995 (hereinafter IBM). 

14. Referring to the instant claims, Hammersly discloses a method for intraprocess 
locking in a computer system (see abstract and Fig.1). Hammersly teaches that when 
one program executing within a process accesses a shared computer resource, it 
requests that the operating system lock out all other programs executing asynchronous 
within that process, as well as other processes executing within the computer system, 
from that shared resource. Hammersly teaches determining if a lock is uncontested. 
Hammersly shows a lock message (see block 810 in Fig. 4) having the value 
corresponding to the lock address. 

Hammersly, however, does not teach using a hash on a lock name for identifying 
which node holds the corresponding portion of the lock table. 

15. Referring to the instant claims, IBM teaches a data granularity locking scheme 
used to support record level locking in a client/server DBMS. Same as in other 
concurrency control mechanisms, the server in our scheme employs a global hash 
table to manage all locks. For each incoming lock request, the server will use a hash 
function to hash the requested lock name to the corresponding hash entry. By checking 
the information kept in that hash entry, the server determines whether that resource, 
i.e., record in this study, is locked by any other client. A lock will be granted to the 
requesting client if the server finds there is no contention on that record (see disclosure 
text). 

Therefore, at the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to determine if a lock is uncontested as taught in Hammersly by 
using the hash of the lock name as taught in IBM. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to determine if a lock is uncontested by using the hash of the lock 
name as taught in IBM for granting the lock to the requesting client (see IBM disclosure 
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text). 

1 6. Referring to claims 11,21 and 32, it s well known in the art to post lock 
messages to Send Queue. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
post lock messages to Send Queue for determining if the lock is contested. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Grigory Gurshman whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3803. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 AM-5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gilberto Barron can be reached on (571)272-3799. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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